Notice that the definition in (1) does not involve the notion 'c-comrnand'. ln his revision of (1), Chomsky re-introduces this notion. In (5) n refers to xo, i to an intermediate bar-level and 1 to xmax. What the definition then says is that ß will be c-commanded by « as lang as a (maximal) category can be found upwards which dominates both. Thus, a lexical X 0 -category inside XP can still be a governor of something that lies outside XP.l Chomsky uses this effect in order to explain the ungrammaticality of (6).
(6) * They gave me a vase broken
The intended structure involves a small clause (SC) adjoined to the NP with a PRO-subject and an AP-predicate. According to (S),(ii),(I), d may be the adjoined node NP which also dominates PRO. (4) then enables vase to count as a governor of PRO. This violates the PRO-theorem, and thus an explanation of the ungrammaticality of (6) is found.
Chomsky, of course, mentions a number of comparable grammatical cases for which he has to find a solution as weil. These cases are given in (8).2 (8)a. They gave me something broken b. They gave me something broken into small pieces c. They gave me a vase broken into small pieces d. They gave me a vase that was broken into small pieces e. I want the vase broken Following early work by E. Williams, Chomsky proposes small clauses to be of category S' with S' -deletion as the unmarked case. In the light of more recent developments this particular analysis appears to be outdated, but it will become clear that the thrust of Chomsky's proposal carries over to other analyses as weil. Let us discuss (8a-c) successively: (8a) is argued to have the structure ... [something [PRO broken]] . In order to prevent tbis structure from being ruled out by the PRO-theorem, it is stipulated tbat something is not a lexical governor, thus leaving PRO ungovemed. The same argument would apply to (8b).
For (Be), however, another device has to be invoked; broken into small pieces is a 'long' AP as compared with broken. It is then suggested that S'-deletion may not apply to 'long' APs, and that as a result the underlying PRO in (8c) may be successfully protected by an S'. In (8d), of course, there is no PRO, and the relative clause is an S', as overtly signalled by the presence of a complementizer. Finally, (8c) is said to be gramrnatical because want requires S'-deletion. Therefore, a phonetically realized NP has to appear as the deep-subject of broken.
Chomsky expresses uncertainty about the correctness of this analysis. I want to show in the remainder of this article that this analysis must be rejected and that the ill-formedness of (6) has nothing to do with a violation of the PRO-theorem. Let us first turn to the counter examples.
A Dilemma3
Notice that a minimal variation renders (6) grarnmatical.
(9) They gave me the vase broken In (9), the definite article is used instead of the indefinite a. We can assume that the phrase structure of (9) would be the same as the one given under (7). Any attempt of making the government condition dependent on the nature of the specifier of the suspected governor seems to be extremely undesirable and should be rejected for principled reasons.
Another reason why the suggested analysis cannot b e on the right track is this:
Given that (8c) is grammatical, it should be expected that it remains grammatical under the substitution of arbitrary lexical NPs. This is, however, not the case. (lOa) shows that --under at least one reading of the sentence -- (4) and (5) vase should then fail to govern PRO anyway. In the next section I will argue that an explanation of the ill-formedness of (6) and (lOa) has tobe sought in prosadie phonology rather than in syntax.
Clashing Acecuts
One of the most discussed issues in modern phonology is the interplay of stress-building rules and rules which convert the outcome of these rules int'o an optimal metrical grid. Liberman and Prince (1977) develop a metrical theory which defines stress not on an individual segment, but rather as relative prominence between prosadie constituents. Following an earlier formalization in Kiparsky (1966), they propese a mechanism which shifts a stress X to the left, if the segment bearing X is adjacent or 'too close' to a segment which bears a comparably heavy or heavier stress Y. This mechanism has become known as the 'Rhythm Rule' (RR). Since the appearance of these earlier discussions, rhythmic reorganization has been a major inspiration for the development of prosadie phonology. Important land marks in this development are Prince (1983), Hayes (1984), Selkirk (1984), Halle and Vergnaud (1987) and others. This is neither the place to review any of these nor to turn to the discussion whether grids are sufficient to represent stress --a view defended by Prince (1983) and Selkirk (1984) --whether metrical trees alone are sufficient (Kiparsky, 1979) or whether a combination of metrical stress and the grid is necessary (Hayes, 1984) . With the exception of Selkirk (1984), most of this work concentrates almost exclusively on the lexical domain, i.e., on underived and derived words including compounds. As far as the phrasal Ievel is concerned, only short phrases are considered. The tendency in much of this work is to de-emphasize the role which syntax played in SPE-type stress rules and to emphasize the autonomy of the metrical structure underlying naturallanguages. 4
Here we will mainly follow Selkirk (1984) in that her work represents the most explicit theory about the syntax phonology interface. b. Rules of grid-euphony are responsible for the retraction of ternary stress from vase and shifting it to the left on gave. This leaves us with an optimal distance between the main stresses.l 1 We now turn to the ill-formed example (6), *They gave me a vase broken, which we assume has the same syntactic structure as (17) above. Therefore, only the metrical structure will be given.
(18)
Under the proposed syntactic analysis the/ a vase is the direct object of gave.
The indefinite NP a vase introduces new information. Two assumptions about items which carry new information can safely be made: The first is that tbey must be pbonologically prominent; the second is that this marking of prominence cannot be shifted elsewhere.J2 To the extent that phonological prorninence involves at least a third Ievel in the grid, the accent on vase will clasb with the accent on broken which is induced by the NSR. This explains the ill-formedness of (6)/ (18).
It is quite clear how the well-formedness of the examples in (8) follows. Whatever the structure of (8a) They gave me sometlzing broken is, something being a function word will not bear stress above grid Ievel two unless it is contrastively stressed. The same holds for (8b ), Tlzey gave me something broken into small pieces. Like (8b), (Sc) invo!ves a long AP which means in terms of stress assignrnent that the NSR places the main stress on the rightmost ( stressab!e) head. Tbis Ieads to the following structure. f the NSR coincides with the l ·n (27) the lower apphcat10n o Notice that 1 f ' e . .
. ormation must receive stress. The invo vement o n w pnnctple that new mf h h RR carmot shift the offending Stress information' will entail, however, t at t e to the left. Thus, a stress clash is unavoidable.
Some Predictions
Ce rtain manipulations of the ill-formed If the above explanation is correct, 1 b 1 their status. I will give examp es e ow Se ntences should be able to improve . In this situation, jar is rnade extra prominent while broken being mentioned before counts as old information and can be destressed. This Ieads to a perfectly well-formed grid.
(29)
he gave you a jar (PRO) broken
Syntactic Movement
We have argued that in a situation where the RR cannot dissolve a stress clash between two close segments X and Y, the structure is ruled out an phonological grounds. When a syntactic Iransformation separates X and Y, however, the structure should become acceptable. Let us consider an English example. (14') Maximize the distance between stress peaks above grid Ievel three in syntactically parallel coordinate structures such that a minimum of n weak beats or silent demibeats separates the stress peaks.
The value of n may be dependent on the speech rate. As lang as the rules in (14) do not suffice to produce the prosody of coordinative constructions, (14') could be invoked to insert pauses between the stress peaks. Whatever tbe ultimate technical execution of this idea is, it seems reasonable to provide for a separation of tbe otherwise dashing accents in examples like
They gave us vases
but glasses filthy
An explanation based on the eurhytmic scansion of a grid, of course, suggests that tbe intervention of unstressed material between the stress peaks should enhance acceptability. As the following examples show, also this expectation is borne out. Tao, being a panicle which in [x too X] req uires X to bear stress, seems to be responsible for a stress clash between odd and man in (34a). The effect gets weaker in (34b), because the last two syllables of unusual separate the stress. It is worth considering cases like (34c) as the result of a syntactic reorganization triggered by the prosadie system to avoid accent clashes. Notice that (35a) forms a minimal pair with (36) below, which is perfectly acceptable.
(36) They are two odd men
The reason is presumably that two does not select odd as a focus as too does.
Similar examples were discussed by Woisetschlaeger (1980). He argues that 'local transformation' in the sense of Emonds' work such as the postposing of a degree phrase, conspire with the trend to achieve a pattern of alternating Stresses. Even if the assumption about a derivational theory like this cannot be upheld, do I believe that ward order alternation like those in (34) and (35) must be seen in close connection with the requirements of prosadie phonology.
Conclusion
On the basis of the evidence presented above it is reasonable to argue that examples such as (6) sbould not be ruled out on the basis of a violation of the PRO-theorem. Such an account faces at least problems with all the well-formed sentences having the same syntactic structure as (6), i.e. (9), (22a.-d.), (30a.,b.) and (32). Our account, which is based on recent results in metrical theory, can explain the ill-formedness of (6), while predicting the abovementioned examples and Chomsky's own examples in (8) to be well-formed. Recall that two things had to be stipulated in order to make the PRO-government proposal work for (Sa) and (Sc): Samething is not a lexical governor, and S-deletion applies 'short', but not before 'long' APs. Both suggestions cannot be considered more than attempts at patehing up with counterexamples. With a metrical explanation these problems become obsolete. 
